In the nineteenth century, classical liberalism originated from Britain. Nearly all the countries across the globe had benefited from the liberal international economic order (LIEO) under the Pax Britannia. However, the United States has never taken in classical liberalism. Rather, it regards international trade as a "zero sum game" and upholds "fair trade" through the international institution of WTO/GATT. From the British free trade to the U.S. fair trade, from the WTO to the fragmented PTAs, and from free trade to protectionism, classical liberalism has been gradually fading away. The higher standards on the various non-tariff issues in the TPP have reached a new altitude against classical liberalism. In face of the high-standard trade rules in the 21st century, China should not follow them recklessly but give due consideration to the status quo of its economic development when negotiating FTAs in the future.
Introduction
The current international economic order is undergoing a change and the major economic powers in the world are facing competitions in respect of international economic and trade rules. On 4 February 2016, 12 countries in the Asia-Pacific region including Australia, Brunei Darussalam, Canada, Chile,
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The Chinese Journal of Global Governance 4 (2018) because all the countries imposed strict restrictions on imports in times of mercantilism. The consequence was that the prices of most commodities produced in different countries had huge divergences.10 The British repealed the Corn Laws in 1846 and then adopted the unilateral policy of free trade, which marked the beginning of the first LIEO under the leadership of Britain.11 During the half century thereafter, free mobility of goods, capital and labor had been truly realized.12 For the first time in the history of mankind, all the economies across the globe had been truly interconnected through the international trade of goods, which marked the beginning of the first globalization.13 In spite of the boycott of this inexorable trend, the British had largely maintained the policy of free trade till the Great Depression in 1931.14 2.1.1 Pillars of the British LIEO There were three pillars for the nineteenth-century LIEO under the leadership of the United Kingdom: free trade, gold standard and international property rights.15 These three pillars supported each other and constituted the features of classical liberalism.16
(1)
Free Trade The first pillar of the LIEO under Pax Britannia was free trade. Britain had by the end of the eighteenth century not been an agricultural economy.17 Britain had gained far more benefits from free trade than agriculture and the repeal of Corn Laws just echoed the decline of its agricultural economy. Moreover, the climate of public opinion was shifted by the thoughts of the British economists, from the support for mercantilism to that for classical liberalism and free trade.18 However, the unilateral policy of free trade adopted by Britain was not imitated by other countries. In 1860, Napoleon III concluded the Cobden-Chevalier Treaty with Britain. Owing to the fact that the trade agreements concluded by France with other European countries all incorporated the MFN provision, the Zhang The Chinese Journal of Global Governance 4 (2018) 22-48 network of these trade agreements resulted in ubiquitous tariff concessions and de facto free trade between European countries from 1860s to 1870s.19 (2)
Gold Standard As the leading economic, political and commercial power in the world to that date, Britain adopted the monetary system of gold standard. It thus became the international monetary system around 1870 and served as the second pillar of the nineteenth-century LIEO. Due to Britain's ascendant position in trade and capital circulation, most countries chose to follow Britain's practice. This was an example for emulation of the successful.20 However, with the rise of demos, domestic political features as the base of the gold standard collapsed and this kind of monetary system was doomed to fall.
(3)
International Property Rights The third pillar for the nineteenth-century LIEO was the transnational legal system. The purpose of this legal system was to protect property rights, especially those of foreigners. The commercial treaties concluded by the European countries in the mid-nineteenth century included rules concerning protection of international property rights. These rules had finally been strengthened as the general principles of international law.21 The economic and property rights of foreigners had been further strengthened by the Treaty of Westphalia that these principles were: "foreigners were deemed subject to local laws, as they had been since the Middle Ages, but national jurisdiction over aliens and their property had to comply with a variety of international standards". 22 See Lal, above n 9, at 31.
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The Chinese Journal of Global Governance 4 (2018) 22-48 nineteenth century had experienced such a trade mode:23 "the 'North'-mainly western Europe-specialized in the new industrial products and experienced Promethean intensive growth,24 while the 'South'-which included the current Third World and the areas of 'new' settlement in the Americas and Australasia-specialized in primary products and experienced Smithian intensive growth."25
The British LIEO reached its culmination between the period of 1850 and 1914, during which many developing countries in the third world had experienced sustained intensive economic growth for the first time. Lloyd Reynolds, in his survey of the economic histories of 41 developing countries, picked the climacteric date watersheding the extensive growth (with a sustained rise in per capita incomes) and the intensive growth (when output growth just kept up with that of population) of these developing countries.26
The End of the British LIEO The British LIEO created in the nineteenth century did not last in the twentieth century. The starting of the First World War marked the end of the first LIEO.27 In much of the nineteenth century after Waterloo, international peace had been provided by the direct and indirect empire of Britain policed by its Royal Navy. However, by the end of the nineteenth century, the British economic ascendancy and its military power as a complement had slipped with the rise of the United States and Germany.28 In fact, by the end of the nineteenth century, the United States had already replaced Britain as the world's leading economic power.
The United States, during the Great Depression resulting from its faulty monetary policy and its protectionist trade policy,29 failed to do what Britain in 23 This "colonial" international division of labor has been the target of economic nationalists in the South ever since. Id., at 15. 24 "Promethean growth" means the leap-style economic growth caused by technology revolution. Prometheus is a god in Greek mythology who taught humans to use fire which marks a leap-style revolution in the history of human civilization. 25 "Smithian growth" originated from Adam Smith who believes that economic growth depends on the increase of productivity and the expansion of the market, which are the results of labor division and specialization. The U.S. LIEO The two pillars of the Great Britain's domestic policies were laissez faire and unilateral adoption of free trade, both of which were in conformity of classical liberalism.36 However, the United States, though in favor of laissez faire and free trade vocally, never consistently enforced these policies domestically.
From Laissez Faire to Dirigisme At the end of the nineteenth century, the federal government of the United States was smaller than that of Britain in scale. The size of the United States' government was small until 1920s. The Great Depression in 1920s and Roosevelt's New Deal were the critical moment for the expansion of government and the abandonment of laissez faire. Roosevelt's New Deal caused "an ideological shift-from widespread skepticism about the ability of the central government to improve the functioning of the economy to widespread faith in the competence of government."37 It was from that moment when the share of the U.S. government expenditure in GDP expanded drastically.38
From Free Trade to Protectionism Unlike Britain, the United States failed to adopt the unilateral policy of free trade and then to extend this policy to other countries through its hegemony. The U.S. practice is to lower tariffs by acrimonious multilateral negotiations within GATT/WTO. The reason why the United States refuses to follow the approach of unilateral free trade is that the Americans have never accepted the economic theory of classical liberalism, but rather regards trade as a "zero sum game".39 In the U.S. perspective, its adoption of free trade is nothing short of concessions in favor of other countries, which is impossible if it cannot obtain the same concessions in return.
The instinct attitude of the United States towards international trade has been protectionist. The earliest argument for protectionism is the "Infant Industry Protection" provided by Hamilton. .the basic principle of RTAA was reciprocity which was incorporated into GATT after the Second World War. The United States, the hegemon in the twentieth century sought to achieve free trade through mutual concessions within WTO and its predecessor GATT.42 In the early 1980s, the United States gradually shifted away from the multilateral trade policy through GATT to the so-called "aggressive unilateralism" and preferential trading arrangements (PTAs).
Aggressive Unilateralism The United States has, since 1970s, been pursuing aggressive unilateralism to combat the unfair trade of other countries. In the U.S. perspective, it is the only fair trader and all its trading partners are conducting unfair trade.43 In 1974, the U.S. Trade and Tariff Act was passed. This Act not only granted the United States the power to retaliate its trading partners that infringed the U.S. benefits within the framework of GATT and bilateral agreements, but also conferred upon the U.S. President the power to take actions outside those frameworks to counter the "unreasonable" trade behaviors. It actually authorized the U.S. government to blackjack all the countries that may be against its will. However, this Act was repealed in the end. The reasons are as follows. First, the establishment of the Dispute Settlement Mechanism of the WTO makes the unilateral threat to those defaulting countries unnecessary. Second, because Section 301 was bullying, the WTO made a decision forbidding the United States to force other countries to make new concessions by using this Act.44 41 See Lal, above n 9, at 67. 42 Id., at 41. 43 Id., at 75. 44 Ibid.
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The Rise of PTAs Primarily due to the slow progress of multilateralism, the United States has gradually turned to bilateral and regional free trade agreements (FTAs) since 1980s.45 After the successful negotiation of Tokyo round, the EU and some major developing countries (India and Brazil) refused to launch the next GATT round. In face of this frustration, William Brock, the U.S. Trade Representative, proposed a "twin-track" approach: if the multilateral progress of free trade was blocked, the United States would liberalize trade through PTAs with its likeminded partners.46
PTAs are the enemies of the multilateral trading system47 because any preferential arrangement will bring about new interest groups created by trade diversion, and these interest groups will obstruct the progress of multilateral trading system.48 PTAs can also increase the costs of regulatory cooperation for all trading partners. To protect the preferences granted to partners, PTAs design complicated "rules of origin" to prevent non-members from exporting goods to partners with high external trade barriers through those with lower ones.49 Whilst the countries excluded from a preferential arrangement establish their own PTAs with other countries, the quantity of PTAs will increase drastically, leading to what is called a "spaghetti bowl".50 This will not only multiply the regulatory costs for partners, but also cause the de facto destruction of the multilateral trading system.51
Social Policies The spanner of "faire trade" has offered various pretenses for multifarious protectionist lobbying groups which create huge impact on the U.S. trade policy. These lobbying groups would accuse the U.S. trading partners for their unfair social policies concerning labor rights and environmental protection, trying to spread the high U.S. social standards to the whole world by way of 45 Id., at 71. 
Zhang
The Chinese Journal of Global Governance 4 (2018) 22-48 WTO/GATT. In the 1970s, under the pressure of trade unions, the U.S. Congress incorporated into the Trade Act 1974 a provision requiring the president to put forward the subject of "fair labor standards" in the GATT framework. In October of 1979, President Jimmy Carter performed this obligation prior to the completion of the Tokyo round.52 In 1980, while the Multi-Fiber Agreement (MFA) was being renewed, organizations representing manufacturers and workers in textiles and clothing industries in the United States and western Europe proposed an addition of "social clauses" to the MFA.53 Incorporating non-trade issues such as labor and environmental protection into the WTO is to promote protectionism which is against classical liberalism.
2.3
Preliminary Conclusions In the nineteenth century, classical liberalism originated from Britain. The British correctly recognized that free trade was beneficial both to themselves and to others at the same time. Under the circumstances where mercantilism and high tariffs were in vogue, Britain was the first to adopt the policy of unilateral free trade. No matter how its trade partners obstructed free trade, Britain still unilaterally lowered its tariffs in a large scale and even removed some of its tariffs completely. Nearly all the countries across the globe had benefited from the LIEO under the Pax Britannia, and the world economy had obtained substantial development.
After the two World Wars, Britain was on the wane and the United States has become the leading power in the world. Ostensibly, the United States has inherited Britain's free trade policy; but in fact it has never taken in the essence of classical liberalism. Rather, it regards international trade as a "zero sum game" and upholds "fair trade" through the international institution of WTO/ GATT. Primarily due to the slow progress of multilateralism, the United States has since 1980s gradually turned to bilateral and regional free trade agreements (FTAs). Under the spanner of "fair trade", various non-tariff issues on social policies have offered pretenses for protectionism. From the British free trade to the U.S. fair trade, from the WTO to the fragmented PTAs, and from free trade to protectionism, classical liberalism has been gradually fading away, which reflects the receding of the dominant power of the world's hegemon. TPP is labeled as a group of like-minded countries negotiating a high-standard free trade agreement in the 21st century. The United States has played a crucial role in the negotiation of the TPP, for which we can say TPP is an FTA reflecting the U.S. priority and values in the Asia-Pacific area. "The TPP not only seeks to provide new and meaningful market access for American goods and services exports, but also set high-standard rules for trade, and address vital 21st-century issues within the global economy."54 The United States proclaims that the TPP will support Made-in-America exports, enforce fundamental labor rights and promote strong environmental protection. The so-called "golden standards" in the TPP has reached a new altitude against classical liberalism. In this part, the author attempts to analyze some of the "golden standards" in the TPP agreement and find out the possible reasons why they have been coined anyway.
Intellectual Property Rights
The WTO Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) provides the basics for the protection of intellectual property, including minimum standards of protection and enforcement procedures for related infringements.55 TPP has included various "TRIPS-plus" provisions that establish higher standards for protection of intellectual property than TRIPS, extend protection to a broader array of intangible property, and lower flexibilities established in TRIPS.
In comparison with TRIPS, TPP has offered higher standards of protection for copyright and related rights. Here are some examples. In Article 18.63, the term of protection for copyright and related rights has been extended from 50 years in TRIPS to 70 years.56 In order to protect its medicine industry, the United States attempted to make the period of protection for new data of pharmaceutical products 12 years. However, under the pressure of Japan and other countries' opposition, the protection period has been set at 5 years.57
In an effort to better reflect the realities of the "new digital economy", new provisions relating to trade secrets58 and internet service provider59 have been incorporated in TPP. Provisions on trade secrets are positioned under Section I (Enforcement). In Paragraph 1 of Article 18.78 provides: "… As used in this Chapter, trade secrets encompass, at a minimum, undisclosed information as provided for in Article 39.2 of the TRIPS Agreement." This indicates that the coverage of trade secrets is not limited to those stipulated in Article 39.2 of TRIPS, but subject to expanding interpretation. The fact that the provisions on trade secrets are placed under the section of enforcement shows that trade secrets have been given robust protection because they are guaranteed by enforcement provisions. In the TPP text, provisions on internet service provider have been put in a separate section, with the "Definitions" of internet service provider stipulated in Article 18.81 and "Legal Remedies and Safe Harbours" in Article 18.82. Where copyright is infringed online, the right holder may get proper legal remedies against the infringing parties, while the internet service provider can obtain impunity under the "Safe Harbours" provisions.
The flexibilities of the TPP members' governments in determining what is patentable have been severely eroded. In the TRIPS Agreement, important flexibilities are included for governments to decide what type of pharmaceutical products deserves to be protected by patents in a given country. Essential requirements such as "novelty", "inventive step", and "industrial applicability" can be defined by lawmakers in different countries so that they are appropriate within the context of national circumstances.60 However, the TPP has severely limited the ability of each country to define what is patentable. In Article 18.37 of the TPP text, patentable subject matters are provided. A party cannot exclude an exploitation from patentability merely because it is prohibited by its law. Exclusion of patentable inventions can be made only when it is necessary to "protect ordre public or morality, including to protect human, animal or plant life or health or to avoid serious prejudice to nature or the environment".61 On the High-Standard Trade Rules in the 21st Century
The "TRIPS-plus" provisions in the TPP agreement will lower the welfare of the developing members of the TPP. The IPRs issue has been a contentious area in the negotiations of the TPP, due to differences among TPP partners on appropriate levels of obligations in patent rights for pharmaceuticals, copyright terms, and enforcement mechanisms.62 Concerns on pharmaceuticals and biologics put the question of whether high standards of IPRs protection are necessary to the spotlight. It is true that powerful provisions on IPR protection are helpful for incentivizing innovation, but these provisions may also block the access of the poor developing countries to medicines. These developing countries cannot afford the high prices of the medicines used to fight against such diseases as HIV/AIDS. As a whole, the increased IPRs protection required by the TRIPS component of the Uruguay Round bargain resulted in welfare losses to developing countries. Different from the reciprocal tariff concessions, TRIPS causes an effect that the benefits are purely transferred from the developing countries to the hands of the manufacturers in developed countries.63 Globally, developing countries have made huge sacrifices by accepting the TRIPS in the Uruguay Round negotiations, while the United States attempted to only enjoy privileges, but refused to fulfill its obligations by raising the standards on various non-tariff issues so as to rob the developing countries of their jobs in the manufacturing.
There's an important question about what lies behind the U.S. intent to incorporate into TPP higher standards for IPRs protection than TRIPS. In the information age, the advancement of science and technology has changed the pattern of international division of labor: the "North" countries mainly engage in highly-skilled intellectual jobs; the low-and semi-skilled jobs are undertaken by the "South" countries in Asia; and the natural resource-rich countries of Africa and Latin America specialize in the production of primary commodities.64 According to David Ricardo's Theory of Comparative Advantage, every country should manufacture and export products with comparative advantage while importing those with comparative disadvantage. The U.S. advantageous endowment lies in the research and development of high technology. In contrast, its manufacturing industry has no advantage in the global production chain. Thus, masses of job opportunities in manufacturing have been transferred to developing countries where the labor costs are relatively low. Globalization has resulted in losses for the unskilled workers in the "North" countries such as America, whose existence in large quantity has Zhang The Chinese Journal of Global Governance 4 (2018) 22-48 failed to adapt the "North" countries to the newly emerged international division of labor.
The U.S. upper class represents the high-tech R&D and capital which serves as the impetus of globalization. They prompted the U.S. government to incorporate the IPR issues in the Uruguay round of WTO trade negotiations. In terms of the strengthening IPRs protection, TPP has synchronized with globalization and catered to the interests of the upper class. However, the U.S. middle class will not benefit from TPP directly, but rather will suffer from job losses caused by the deepening of globalization which will further widen the interest gap between the U.S. upper and middle class. The middle class attempts to use political processes to resist the newly emerged international division of labor65 and globalization at large in hopes of getting their jobs back which constitutes their instinctive response. The Office of USTR proclaims that: "the TPP will make it easier to sell Made-in-America goods and services exports to some of the most dynamic and fastest growing markets in the world, and support homegrown jobs and economic growth."66 It is doubtful whether this goal can be achieved. TPP's forging ahead of Made-in-America is against the trend of international division of labor becoming increasingly thinning and specialized in times of globalization. The dream of "Made in America" is more of a slogan soothing the bleeding heart of the middle class. However, the middle class had not bought this "cake" prepared by the Democratic President Obama, and that explains in large part why Trump, a Republican President, had scrapped TPP.
3.2
Labor Rights The issue of trade and core labor standards has been the subject of intense debate among the governments of the World Trade Organization members for many years. A number of developed countries suggested that the issue be brought into the WTO through the formation of a working group to study the issue of trade and core labor standards, believing that this will provide incentives for WTO member governments to improve the conditions for workers across the globe. However, most developing countries and many developed nations believe that this issue does not belong to the WTO, regarding the issue of trade and labor standards as a guise for protectionism in developed-country 
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In the interests of the U.S. middle class, the labor rights provisions in WTO are nothing but pretenses for the United States to pursue protectionism. These provisions may make free trade impossible because the potential benefits resulted from low tariff rates between the WTO members may well be offset by the high labor standards. Neither developing countries nor developed countries will benefit from these provisions. Owing to the fact that the high labor standards will weaken the comparative advantage of developing countries, they are extremely concerned about the effects of these labor standards on their economic development. Attaching this non-tariff issue of labor rights to TPP will not only be unable to achieve the goal of protecting the benefits of workers, but also could make worse the economy in developing countries.68 For developed countries, these labor standards are the determinant factors for the slow-down of the economic development in the United States and the European countries. In terms of "elimination of discrimination in respect of employment and occupation", the enterprises in developed countries have even been driven to the situation of being unable to freely choose their employees. In respect of "no derogation or reduction of labor rights", the real condition has developed into the enterprises being unable to lower the wages of their employees no matter how difficult their business operation has become. Thanks to these provisions, these enterprises have become reluctant to employ new workers, which constitutes the direct reason of high unemployment rate.
The office of USTR proclaims that: "the TPP will level the playing field for American workers and businesses by building strong and enforceable labor standards."69 In the chapter 19 of the TPP texts stipulates the following internationally recognized labor rights: (a) freedom of association and the effective recognition of the right to collective bargaining; (b) the elimination of all forms of forced or compulsory labor; (c) the effective abolition of child labor; and (d) the elimination of discrimination in respect of employment 
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In the TPP, the central issue with respect to labor rights is not the content of the ILO Declaration, but rather how the obligations will be enforced. In the negotiations of the TPP, the Americans pointed out that the US Congress would not accept a TPP without powerful enforcement provisions on labor standards. Some congressional Democrats, echoing the AFL-CIO (American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations), urge that the TPP should enforce labor rights through an arbitration mechanism, and that trade unions should have standing to bring cases. However, this seems most unlikely: neither USA nor its TPP partners want to confer on arbitration panels the power to interpret the four broad principles enunciated in the ILO Declaration. Countries have their own courts and administrative panels for enforcing labor legislation and they adamantly oppose intrusion by international panels in this sensitive area.71 This is substantiated by the texts of the TPP. In As to the reasons why the Obama administration would reinforce the labor rights protection in the TPP, the U.S. trade unions as representatives of the middle class played an important role. In order to secure their jobs, the middle class would use the domestic political processes to influence the U.S. foreign trade policy, and use the U.S. dominant power in the international economic 
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The Chinese Journal of Global Governance 4 (2018) 22-48 order to shift the pressure of job losses to developing countries. The U.S. trade unions have a command of many votes. If congressmen plan to obtain the votes of trade unions, they must help them suppress competition from workers in other countries, even though they are fully aware that this would run counter to globalization and the U.S. consumers' benefits are also at stake. The United States has been apt to wield the big stick of "trade sanctions" at every turn, but in most cases its actions are under the abduction of the middle class.74 It is common sense among the upper class and the political elites in the United States that "trade sanctions" are bad for free trade, but limited to votes politics, congressmen have to concede to trade unions. However, it is doubtful that higher standards of labor rights protection would relocate the jobs in manufacturing back to America, and adverse effects may instead arise on the U.S. economy. On another note, the fact that the trade unions have not been conferred upon the right to bring cases illustrates that the political elites in the United States have not been fully abducted by the middle class and trade unions. On labor rights protection, TPP may be "all hats and no cattle". This may be another reason why TPP was abandoned by the Trump administration.
3.3
Environment Protection Environment organizations have always been trying to hijack the WTO to achieve its own objectives and they have played a significant part in incorporating environmental issues into WTO. These organizations excel at advocating its own ideas under the spanner of public good which is a time-tested persuasive argument. In prompting the TPP negotiations, the Office of USTR proclaims that: "Environmental protection is a core American value. Through the TPP, the United States is negotiating for robust environment standards and commitments from member countries, and addressing some of the region's most pressing environmental challenges."75 In Chapter 20 (Environment) of the TPP agreement, there are 23 articles dilating upon environment-related matters among the member states, which reflect the aspirations of the negotiating parties in forging a high-standard trade agreement in terms of environment. Next, this paper will select several aspects in the TPP environment chapter to examine how environment organizations will affect trade liberalization. The objectives of this Chapter are to promote mutually supportive trade and environmental policies; promote high levels of environmental protection and effective enforcement of environmental laws; and enhance the capacities of the Parties to address trade-related environmental issues, including through cooperation.76 Despite the fact that the sovereign right of the contracting parties to establish their own levels of domestic environmental protection, the parties shall be committed to the obligation of ensuring that their environmental laws and policies provide for and encourage high levels of environmental protection, and continuing to improve its respective levels of environmental protection.77 In paragraph 4 of Article 20.3 of the TPP text, it provides that "no Party shall fail to effectively enforce its environmental laws through a sustained or recurring course of action or inaction in a manner affecting trade or investment between the Parties."78 In paragraph 6 of Article 20.3, the Parties further recognize that "it is inappropriate to encourage trade or investment by weakening or reducing the protection afforded in their respective environmental laws. Accordingly, a Party shall not waive or otherwise derogate from, or offer to waive or otherwise derogate from, its environmental laws in a manner that weakens or reduces the protection afforded in those laws in order to encourage trade or investment between the Parties."79 These provisions demonstrate that environmental protection afforded in the parties' respective laws cannot be weakened or reduced to encourage trade or investment. This obligatory mandate will inevitably impose restrictions on trade and investment. It is thus evident that environment organizations can penetrate in and influence the international economic order extensively.
To be more specific, environment organizations expanded their functions in evaluating environmental performance. The parties have placed much hope on the voluntary mechanisms80 concerning the environmental protection and the improvement of criteria of evaluating environmental performance, believing that voluntary mechanisms can contribute to the achievement and maintenance of high levels of environmental protection and complement domestic regulatory measures. In paragraph 2(a) of Article 20.11, it stipulates that "in accordance with its laws, regulations or policies and to the extent it considers appropriate, each party shall encourage the use of flexible and voluntary mechanisms to protect natural resources and the environment in its territory."81 The parties shall also "encourage its relevant authorities, business and business organizations, non-governmental organizations and other interested persons involved in the development of criteria used to evaluate environmental performance, with respect to these voluntary mechanisms, to continue to develop and improve such criteria."82 This indicates that civil societies are expected to play an important role in environment-related matters and they are becoming a much more manipulative force on the governments of the respective parties. In addition, environment organizations attempted to avail of the "trade sanctions" in the dispute settlement mechanism to legislate their "habits of the heart" so as to increase their power and influence. 83 The parties to the TPP would be obligated to adopt, implement, and effectively enforce laws and regulations to fulfill their obligations under seven multilateral environmental agreements. In many FTAs do not include environment chapters. To the extent they are included, the language is in the nature of hortatory "best endeavor" commitments. 84 However, the environmental provisions in the TPP are enforceable under its dispute settlement mechanism and violations are subject to potential trade sanctions.85 Thus, the environment standards have been further strengthened in the TPP.
Like in NAFTA, the enforcement provisions of the TPP agreement also consisted of objective reviews of claimed violations, coupled with state-to-state consultations The reasons why the environment organizations are so powerful are closely linked to those maintaining the democratic politics in America. The U.S. middle class participated in politics through various associations (such as trade unions), and among the customs most important for maintaining democracy in America were the myriad civil voluntary associations in the country.90 The environment organizations are "only a single feature in the midst of the immense assemblage of associations in that country. Americans of all ages, all conditions, and all dispositions constantly form associations … Wherever at the head of some new undertaking you see the government in France, or a man of rank in England, in the United States you will be sure to find an association."91 In a democracy, the voluntary associations as an intermediary layer of force between the ruling elites and the general public are necessary to prevent the abuse of power and to allow the general public to participate in 87 
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The Chinese Journal of Global Governance 4 (2018) 22-48 the way hampering globalization. To that end, particular emphasis should be placed on education and the full exertion of its intellectual resources. In that way, new breakthroughs in the field of science and technology can be expected to serve as the essential driving force for America to resume the domination of the international economic order. Though, it can also make some necessary reforms to its social, political and economic regimes. However, the western countries are embracing an era of "Philistine Politics",95 in which there are no visionary leaders who can push those reforms. Together with the gradual and delicate transformation from representative democracy to participatory democracy,96 the necessary changes seem even harder.
China's Responsive Strategy
In the interest of the United States, the promotion of free trade and globalization is also its incumbent responsibility. If the United States really wants to promote free trade across the globe, it should drop the principle of reciprocity and adopt the policy of unilateral free trade like Britain did in the nineteenth century. If it does so, the perplexity caused by the "spaghetti bowl" of PTAs will disappear and even the WTO may close down for good.97 Under the context where the United States has failed to unilaterally adopt the free trade policy, China as a developing country can but only adhere to classical liberalism under the extant conditions. China should insist on multilateralism, adopt flexible standards when negotiating FTAs, and implement the innovationdriven strategy.
To Insist on Multilateralism
Under the circumstances where the United States refused to unilaterally adopt free trade policy, WTO is still the best mechanism for trade liberalization. TPP belongs to PTAs which are discriminatory in essence, may increase the regulatory costs of the partners,98 and are far inferior to multilateralism in terms of promoting free trade globally. The higher standards on various non-tariff issues have built discriminatory walls between the developed and major developing countries in the Asia-Pacific region, making the role of TPP on promoting free trade trivial. TPP cannot represent the best approach for free trade, either. The key whether a trade agreement can represent the template of trade agreement in the 21st century lies not in the high standards on the various non-tariff issues, but in the true realization of free trade without or with the least possible attachment of additional non-tariff issues. In the author's view, whichever conforms to the classical liberalism will be the best approach to promote free trade.
The continuance of the reform and opening-up program is a necessary condition to insist on multilateralism. As Nicolas has shown, since the adoption of its reform and opening-up program, China has undertaken a massive measures of unilateral trade liberalization even before it acceded to the WTO in 2001. From one of the most protected economies, China has become perhaps the most open country among the newly emerged market economies.99 The opening-up program has led to China's astonishing export and economic growth, making China the workshop of the world. However, the twenty-first century may not be dominated by China. Although China with its overall GDP surpassing Japan has become the world's second largest economy, China is still a developing country with a low rank in terms of per-capita income. What China fears most is not being boasted as a rising power and framed with the so-called "China Threat Theory" by the western countries, but rather China itself becoming extremely arrogant blindly because of the achievement in the past 40 years.
4.2
To Adopt Flexible Standards When Negotiating FTAs Although China remains the world workshop in terms of the manufacturing industry, it faces such problems as increasing labor costs and severe environmental pollution. In the near future, we will definitely see that China will further strengthen the protection of IPRs, give great impetus to the construction of ecological civilization,100 and gradually enhance the protection of labor rights. However, in face of the high-standard trade rules in TPP, China should not follow them recklessly but give due consideration to the status quo of its economic development and adopt flexible standards when negotiating FTAs. The RCEP has taken a more flexible approach since it allows for special and differential treatment to its prospective member countries depending upon their state of development, needs, and requirements. 101 The Guiding Principle of RCEP negotiations states: "taking into consideration the different levels of development of the participating countries, the RCEP will include appropriate forms of flexibility including provision for special and differential treatment, plus additional flexibility to the least-developed ASEAN Member States, consistent with the existing ASEAN+1 FTAs, as applicable."102 The FTAs negotiated by China and ASEAN are typically less ambitious than the TPP, narrower in their coverage of trade in goods and services, and having few WTO-plus provisions. 103 The newly proposed RCEP should try to go beyond WTO commitments, by exploring commitments related to trade and investment in areas not covered, or only partly covered, by the WTO. Also, there is a need for the RCEP to take into account sensitivities and asymmetries that exist among the countries participating in the negotiations, rather than imposing a template that does not reflect adequately the realities of the positions expressed by the countries. 104 In addition, the RCEP is less comprehensive in the coverage of issues than the TPP and has paid far less attention to non-trade issues. For example, environment, labor, and government procurement issues are not likely to be covered in the RCEP. 105 In the RCEP, developing members are explicitly provided longer phase-out periods and required less-comprehensive commitments compared to developed members. The RCEP will provide flexibility and The United States, after replacing Britain as the leading power in the world, has never taken in the essence of classical liberalism. Rather, it regards international trade as a "zero sum game" and upholds "fair trade" through the international institution of WTO/GATT. From the British free trade to the U.S. fair trade, from the WTO to the fragmented PTAs, and from free trade to protectionism, classical liberalism has been gradually fading away, which reflects the relative decline of the U.S. dominant power. The high standards on the various non-tariff issues in the TPP have reached a new altitude against classical liberalism. And the contradiction between the U.S. upper and middle class has made the role played by TPP in promoting free trade and globalization trivial. In face of the high-standard trade rules in TPP, China should not follow them recklessly but give due consideration to the status quo of its economic development when negotiating FTAs in the future. Under the context where the United States has failed to unilaterally adopt the free trade policy, China as a developing country can but only adhere to classical liberalism under the extant conditions. To be specific, China should insist on multilateralism, let the market play a decisive role in the allocation of its resources and implement the innovation-driven strategy.
